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of eternal souls without God.1 Only in our view God
at a certain point of time caused the souls to exist; or
(if we please) by an eternal act causes that at a certain
time they shall appear in the time-series. The Absolute,
we may say, becomes a Society; or, if we like to think
of everything that is to be as having an existence already
in somfe sense in the Absolute, we may say that the
Absolute eternally is a God who persists throughout time
(or, if it be so, a God who is supra tempus) together with
selves who are eternally present to the mind of God, but
who begin to have their real being, in accordance with
His will, at particular moments of time.

1 I have very much sympathy with Mr. McTaggart's criticism of the usual
Hegelian idea of God as a consciousness including other consciousnesses. (See
especially Studies in Hegelian Cosmology, pp. 60, 61.) I must not attempt to
examine his position now, but will briefly indicate where it seems to me defective.
Besides all the difficulties involved in the idea of pre-existent souls, it is open to
this objection. Mr. McTaggart (whatever we may say of the " Pluralists ") feels
that the world must be a Unit)'1, that it consists not merely of souls but of related
and interconnected souls which form a system. But a system for whom? The
idea of a system which is not "for" any mind at all is not open to an Idealist;
and the idea of a world each part of which is known to some mind but is not
known as a whole to any one mind is almost equally difficult. Where then, in
his view, is the Mind that knows the whole, i.e. the whole system of souls with
the content of each ? The difficulty could only be met by making out that each
soul is omniscient, and perhaps this is really Mr. McTaggart's meaning. If so,
the difficulty of making each soul as an extra-temporal reality omniscient, while
as occupying a position in the time-series it is all the time ignorant of much, is one
which needs no pointing out. In short, I hold that the ordinary idealistical
arguments for a Mind which knows and wills the whole are not invalidated by
Mr. McTaggart's criticism ; while I can only cordially accept his extraordinarily
able and convincing criticism of thejjosition that the supreme mind is the whole.